The Readiness of the United States Marine Corps in OIF: Have Monetary and Equipment
Shortfalls Prevented the Proper Support of the Individual Marine on the Ground?

Subject Area Strategic Issues

EWS 2006

The Readi ness of the United States Marine Corps in OF:
Have Monetary and Equi pnment Shortfalls Prevented the Proper
Support of the Individual Marine on the G ound?

Cont enporary | ssues Paper

Submitted by Captain LB Butler
to
Maj or JK Celerter, CG 1
3 April 2006



Report Documentation Page

Form Approved
OMB No. 0704-0188

Public reporting burden for the collection of information is estimated to average 1 hour per response, including the time for reviewing instructions, searching existing data sources, gathering and
maintaining the data needed, and completing and reviewing the collection of information. Send comments regarding this burden estimate or any other aspect of this collection of information,

including suggestions for reducing this burden, to Washington Headquarters Services, Directorate for Information Operations and Reports, 1215 Jefferson Davis Highway, Suite 1204, Arlington
VA 22202-4302. Respondents should be aware that notwithstanding any other provision of law, no person shall be subject to a penalty for failing to comply with a collection of information if it

does not display a currently valid OMB control number.

1. REPORT DATE
2. REPORT TYPE
2006

3. DATES COVERED
00-00-2006 to 00-00-2006

4. TITLE AND SUBTITLE
The Readiness of the United StatesMarine Corpsin OIF: Have Monetary
and Equipment Shortfalls Prevented the Proper Support of the
Individual Marine on the Ground?

5a. CONTRACT NUMBER

5b. GRANT NUMBER

5c. PROGRAM ELEMENT NUMBER

6. AUTHOR(S)

5d. PROJECT NUMBER

5e. TASK NUMBER

5f. WORK UNIT NUMBER

7. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES)

United States Marine Corps, Command Staff College Marine
Corps,University, 2076 South Street, Marine Cor ps Combat
,Development Command,Quantico,VA,22134-5068

8. PERFORMING ORGANIZATION
REPORT NUMBER

9. SPONSORING/MONITORING AGENCY NAME(S) AND ADDRESS(ES)

10. SPONSOR/MONITOR'S ACRONY M(S)

11. SPONSOR/MONITOR’'S REPORT

NUMBER(S)
12. DISTRIBUTION/AVAILABILITY STATEMENT
Approved for public release; distribution unlimited
13. SUPPLEMENTARY NOTES
14. ABSTRACT
15. SUBJECT TERMS
16. SECURITY CLASSIFICATION OF: 17. LIMITATION OF 18. NUMBER 19a. NAME OF
ABSTRACT OF PAGES RESPONSIBLE PERSON
a REPORT b. ABSTRACT c. THISPAGE Same as 16
unclassified unclassified unclassified Report (SAR)

Standard Form 298 (Rev. 8-98)
Prescribed by ANSI Std Z39-18



Introduction

Expedi ti onary maneuver warfare (EMN is the defining concept
of the United States Marine Corps that allows the United States
to project its power rapidly and effectively fromthe sea.?
Hence, conducting anphi bi ous operations fromthe sea are core
conpetenci es that contribute to the | ong-standing | egacy of the
Marine Corps. Unfortunately, not being funded properly is an
additional tradition that has managed to foll ow the Corps as
well. The Marine Corps is a sub-departnent of the Departnent of
the Navy and is relegated to receiving whatever funds the Navy
deens appropriate. This ad hoc attitude towards the Marine
Corps’ noderni zation efforts and nost inportantly, current
wor | dwi de operations have adversely affected the Marine Corps’
force readiness. Specifically in the Iraqi theater of
operations, the United States Marine Corps’ force readi ness has
been significantly affected by a | ack of vehicle arnor,

i mprovi sed expl osi ve devi ces (| EDs) counter-neasures, and

i ndi vidual body arnor. Due to the current operational tenpo,
specifically the utilization of expeditionary forces in nation
bui l di ng operations in Irag, and performng as the nation’s 911-
response force, the Marine Corps nust receive nore funding in

order to support its devel opnment and production of vehicle arnor,

! United States Marine Corps, 2005 Concepts + Programs. Washington DC.
Headquarters, US Marine Corps Prograns and Resources Departnment (RPA) 2005, 2-
4. Cited hereafter as United States Marine Corps, 2005 Concepts + Programs.



i mprovi sed expl osi ve devices (| EDs) counter-neasures, and
i ndi vi dual body arnor.

The United States Marine Corps has always prided itself with
doing nore with less. This type of institutional thought has
carried the Marine Corps through el even najor wars and numnerous
expedi ti onary operations around the world. The Marine Corps is
the envy of the other sister services, even our own parent
service the Navy, because of our efficiency and ability to
conplete mssions with a nodest budget. Unfortunately, current
operations in Iraq have identified equipnment shortfalls that have
had a trenendous effect on the Marine Corps’ force readiness in
this theater. Conbating insurgencies in Irag, while pronoting
nation building, does not afford the Marine Corps the luxury to
operate with a nodest budget. In true Departnent of Defense
fashion, all three nmajor services tend to equip and train their
personnel for the previous war in a stovepipe fashion.

Ironically, one would think that we woul d be at an equi val ent
noderni zation | evel with the other services, since we fall

underneath the Departnment of Navy; however, the Navy retains
23. 7% of the allocated Research and Devel opnent (R&D) budget,

thereby leaving a small insufficient 7.2%for the Marine Corps.?2

2 Secretary of the Navy, FY 2005 Budget of the Department of the Navy.

Washi ngton, DC. Department of the Navy, February 2004.

URL: <ht t p: // navweb. secnav. navy. m | / pubbud/ 05pr es/ db_u. ht m>, accessed 3 Decenber
2005. Cited hereafter as SecNav, FY 2005 Budget of the Depart of the Navy.




In order to fund day-to-day activities adequately, the
Mari ne Corps has had to shift funds allocated for R& to
Oper ati ons and Managenment. The Marine Corps only represents 13%
of the total active duty force and receives 6% of the Oficia
Mlitary Budget (OVB).® However, Marines make up a quarter of the
ground troops currently in Iraq and are receiving thirty percent

of the hostile casualties as conpared to the Army’s 67 percent.?

Vehicle Armor

During foll ow on operations after the initial Operation
| RAQ FREEDOM United States Arnmy and Marine Corps service
menbers began nation-rebuilding actions in very turbulent and
dangerous conditions. There is a necessity to nove troops and
equi pnent all over Irag in |arge convoys, which the insurgents
have focused their |ED attacks against. Vehicle arnor was not an
issue for the Arny or the Marine Corps until August 2004 when the
| ar gest nunber of casualties occurred since conbat operations
began in March 2003.° A ngjority of the casualties and wounded
service nenbers received their injuries fromeither rocket

propel | ed grenades (RPGs) or IEDs while in high nmobility multi-

3 Departnment of Defense, Fiscal 2005 Department of Defense Budget. Washington,
DC. DoD, February 2004, URL: <www.dod.mil/comptroller/defbudget/fy2005/index.html>, accessed
3 Decenmber 2005, Table 6-6, 84. Cited hereafter as DoD, Fiscal 2005 Budget,
February 2004.

“lraq Coalition Casualty Count. Wb-only database.

URL: <ww. i casual ties.org/oif/default.aspx> accessed 31 April 2006. Cited
hereafter as Iraq Coalition Casualty Count, 2006.

> “Up-Arnored HWW/, ” (Al exandria, VA: d obal Security.org, 2000),

URL: <ww. gl obal security.org/mlitary/systens/ground/ hmmwua. ht n», accessed 2
January 2006. Cited hereafter as “Up- Arnored HVWAV,” 2006.




pur pose wheel ed vehicles (HVMWWSs) or nmediumtactical vehicle

repl acement (MIVR) trucks.® Currently, their have been 743 deaths
from Il ED attacks against U S. vehicles-(596) Arny, (133) Marine
Corps, and (14) other service conponents.’ Both the Arny and the
Marine Corps did not have the necessary arnor appliqués to
support the eight thousand vehicles operating within Irag. 1In an
attenpt to support the conmanders in theater, the Comrandant
directed the Urgent Universal Needs Statenment (UUNS) process in
order to push nuch needed equi pnent to operational forces in | ess
t han ninety days. As of Novenber 2004, 21,000 vehicles either
recei ved add-on arnor kits or received the up-arnored

modi fication at a cost of ten mllion dollars.® Even with
Congress passing a supplenental funding bill for Fiscal Year 2005
to increase the nunber of Up-Arnored HMWWs in theater, the
Marine Corps is still struggling to purchase the requisite nunber

of regul ar unarnored HVMW\s.

Improvised Explosive Device Countermeasures

| nprovi sed Expl osive Devices (| EDs) have been the weapon of
choice for insurgent forces throughout Iraq since late 2003.° An

|ED is a honenade device that contains materials that can be

“Up- Arnored HVMAY, ” 2006.

Irag Coalition Casualty Count, 2006.

“Up- Armored HMWAW, " 2006.

“I nmprovi sed Expl osive Devices (IED)/Booby Traps,” (Al exandria, VA

d obal Security.org, 2000), URL: <wwww. gl obal security.org/mlitary/intro/ied.htnp.
Accessed 2 January 2006. Cited hereafter as “lnprovi sed Expl osive devices

(1 EDs) / Booby Traps,” 2006.
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found in everyday household items. These homemade devices are
made out of mlitary explosives, artillery shells, or nortar
shells which can be activated renotely by cell phones, two-way
radi os, or any other hone el ectronic comunication device. !°
These devi ces have caused approxi mately 40.6% of 1829 hostile
fatalities since the beginning of combat operations in Irag.™
Before O F, |andm nes and booby traps were expected in
conventional warfare, thus the individual soldier or Marine was
required to be proficient in |ocating, recognizing and destroying
t hese devices in various terrain. However, the insurgents have
taken these devices to the next |evel by renote detonating these
devi ces agai nst vehicle and foot nobile patrols in towns. Since
so many sol diers and Marines have been killed or injured by these
devices, locating themearly and preventing them from detonating
near friendly forces is crucial.

There are two specific devices that could be used to protect
US Forces in lraq. The first is the Shortstop Electronic
Protection System (SEPS), which was initially designed to
prematurely detonate Radi o Frequency (RF) Proximty Fused

muni tions before reaching friendly units.!® Since a majority of

10« | nprovi sed Expl osive devices (I|EDs)/Booby Traps,” 2006.

1 )raq Coalition Casualty Count, 2006.

12«1 nprovi sed Expl osive Devices (IED)/Warl ock G een/Warl ock Red Shortstop

El ectronic Protection System (SEPS),” (Al exandria, VA d obal Security.org,
2000), URL: <www. gl obal security.org/mlitary/systens/ground/ an-vl g-9. ht np,
accessed 2 January 2006. Cited hereafter as “Inproved Expl osive Devices

(I ED)/ Warl ock Green/ Red Shortstop Electronic Protection System (SEPS),” 2006.




the | EDs used are detonated via RF devices, this piece of

equi pnent can reduce the nunber of |ED attacks consi derably,

which correlates to a |lower casualty rate. This device cost the
DoD 8.5 nillion dollars initially in 1999.' Currently, there are
contract discussions occurring in regards to the production of
smal | er vehicle versions and portable man packs. The second

pi ece of equipnent is the Warl ock Green system which is simlar
to the “Shortstop” device. The major difference between the two
systens is that the Warl ock system has the added capability to

j am eneny comuni cations, once identified. The Warlock G een

system has a total cost of approximately 30 million dollars.?®

Body Armor: Interceptor Vest

Body arnor has cone a long way fromthe old flack jackets of
Wrld War 11, Korea, and Vietnameras. These jackets were
designed to protect the wearer from*“flack” otherw se known as
shrapnel - pi eces of fragnents fromnunitions or pieces of objects

scattered by an expl osion. ®

These jackets wei ghed on the average
bet ween twenty-five to forty pounds and were not designed to stop

hi gh velocity projectiles. Quter tactical vests (OTVs) or

13 «| nproved Expl osive Devices (|ED)/Warl ock Green/ Red Shortstop El ectronic
Protection System (SEPS),” 2006.

4«1 mproved Expl osive Devices (IED)/Warl ock Green/ Red Shortstop El ectronic
Protection System (SEPS),” 2006.

15« nproved Expl osive Devices (| ED)/Warl ock Green/ Red Shortstop El ectronic
Protection System (SEPS),” 2006.

16 “|nterceptor Body Arnor,” (Al exandria, VA: dobal Security.org, 2000),

URL: <ww. gl obal security.org/mlitary/systens/ground/ hmmwua. ht n», accessed 2
January 2006. Cited hereafter as “Interceptor Body Arnor,” 2006.




“bul I et proof vests” as they are nore commonly know have been
devel oped and are used by various nations due to their |ighter,
stronger, and cheaper materials, which can stop high velocity,
smal | caliber rounds.! The Marine Corps was in the process of
procuring an OIV at the beginning of OF. Due to budget
restrictions, sone units were forced to send Marines to conbat
either with the old style flack jacket, with the new I nterceptor
vest without the Small Arns Protective Insert (SAPI) plate, or
with just one SAPI plate.'® This was due to a fledgling
procurenent process and the Marine Corps’ decision to allocate
sonme funding to individual Marine tactical gear concepts in 2002.
Unfortunately, the program manager had to request a nonetary
wai ver from Congress in order to purchase the new I nterceptor
vests with two SAPI plates for four thousand Marines enroute to
O F in February 2003. 1

The Interceptor vest has saved hundreds of Marines’ and
soldiers’ lives throughout OF I-111. The Interceptor OIV has
protected Marines not only from high velocity projectiles but
from shrapnel due to | ED detonations. However, there needs to be

nore enphasis on the devel opnent of body arnor that can al so

7 “Interceptor Body Arnor,” 2006.

8 Vernon Loeb and Theol a Labbe’, “Body Armor Saves U.S. lives in Iraq:
Pentagon criticized for shortage of protective vests,” The Washington Post,
MSNBC (14 January 2006), URL: <www. nsnbc. conf news/ 1000971. asp?cpl =1>, accessed
14 January 2006.

19 Lowe, Christian, “The Marines’ flawed body arnor.” Marinetimes. nline
Edition., 9 May 2005, URL: <ww. narinetines. con print. php?f=1-292925-

832873. php>, accessed 3 January 2006.




protect an individual’s extremties and upper torso. A Pentagon
study found that eighty percent of the Marines who have been
killed in Iraq could have survived their wounds if they had
addi ti onal body armor.?® The New York Times reports that the
Mari ne Corps requested that a study be conducted by a nedica
exam ner in order to produce additional injury data which would
be used to inprove the current design of the Interceptor vest.?
However, due to budget constraints, the Marine Corps coul d not
fund the $107, 000. 00 study until Decenber of 2004.22 The author
personal |y deployed to Iraq for initial conbat operations wth

one SAPI plate due to a lack of funding.

Financial Role of the Navy

The Departnent of the Navy had a budget of 119.4 billion
dol lars, which was 29.7%of the Official MIlitary Budget (QOWB).?%
The Departnent of the Navy allocated 16.3 billion dollars or
23. 7% for its Research, Devel opnment, Testing, and Eval uati on
(RDT&E) budget.?* Qut of the 16.3 billion dollars, the Marine
Corps was only allocated 1.2 billion dollars for the procurenent

of new weapon systens and technol ogies.?® This is only 0.3% of

20 Mpbss, M chael, “Pentagon Study Links Fatalities to Body Arnor,” New York
Times, 7 January 2006, Late Edition, ProQuest accessed 14 January 2006.

21 Mpss, New York Times, 14 January 2006.

22 Mpss, New York Times, 14 January 2006.

28 poD, Fiscal 2005 Budget, February 2004, Table 6-3, 79.

24 poD, Fiscal 2005 Budget, February 2004, Table 6-6, 84.

% gecNav, FY 2005 Budget of the Depart of the Navy, February 2004, Table P-1,
71.



t he Departnent of Defense’s OVMB and 7.2% of Departnent of Navy’'s
RDT&E budget. Some in Congress will argue that the Marine Corps
recei ves anple funding due to the anount of nonetary support from
t he Departnent of the Navy for aviation operations, health
servi ces/ corpsnen, and nost inportantly, special nmulti-service

procur ement programns. 2°

The remai ning prograns that are Marine
Corps specific are forced to be devel oped when funding can be re-
al l ocated by the Commandant. Sone woul d argue that because of
the Navy’s support, the Marine Corps is given an excessive anount
of funds. Colonel Mark A Brilakis states, “The reality is that
1.2 billion dollars for procurenent and testing is not that nuch,
and portions of it could potentially go to pay for the mlitary
per sonnel division (MLPERS), within Manpower.”?’ “This is the
greatest requirenent that has to be funded with “today doll ars”
and tends to take options away fromthe Marine Corps in regards
to program devel oprment,” concl udes Col onel Bril akis. 28

There are several other prograns out of many that obligate
val uabl e funds from nmuch needed prograns that have and can

continue to provide a great deal of support to the Marines on the

ground. The first is the Joint Tactical Radio System (JTRS)

26 Brilakis, Mark A., Colonel, USMC. Former Branch Head Program Devel opment &
Coordi nati on, HQVC, Prograns and Resources, Quantico, VA Interview by author,
5 Decenber 2005. Cited hereafter as Colonel Brilakis Interview Decenber 2005.
27 Colonel Brilakis Interview, Decenber 2005.

28 Colonel Brilakis Interview, Decenber 2005.

10



® The second is the

which will initially cost 26 mllion dollars.?
Expeditionary Fire Support System (EFSS) and its anmunition,
whi ch has to be created and tested due to the nortar’s rifled
barrel. Al 120mm nortar rounds currently in the Army and Marine
Corps inventory are designed for snooth bore nortars not rifled
bores. The FY 2006 cost of this programis thirteen mllion
dollars.® Lastly, the EA-6B program cost the Marine Corps noney
t hrough conm ssioning and training officers to fly the aircraft,
even though the Navy pays all other associated costs with the
aircraft. The above nentioned prograns, if elimnated, could
consi derably provide sufficient research funding for the new
devel opnent of individual equipnent that woul d have a greater
overall benefit to the Marine in lragqg.

Undoubt edl y, the Marine Corps is capable of operating
wher ever and whenever U.S. interests are concerned. However, in
conparison to the Air Force, Arny and the “Blue Water Navy,” the
Marine Corps still receives only a fraction of the Overall
Mlitary Budget and is expected to function on all fronts. This
type of expectation has not only given the Marine Corps a false

sense of bravado, but it has al so seriously del ayed the

noder ni zati on canpai gn plan for updating the Marine Corps’

29 gecNav, FY 2005 Budget of the Depart of the Navy, February 2004, Table P-1,
page N- 34.

30 pepartnent of Defense, Fiscal 2006 Department of Defense Budget.

Washi ngton, DC. DoD, February 2005,

URL: <www.dod.mil/comptroller/defbudget/fy2006/fy2006 _pl.pdf>, accessed 31 April 2006. Cited
hereafter as DoD, Fiscal 2006 Budget, February 2005.
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expedi ti onary maneuver warfare fighting ability. Most
inportantly, the Marines who will be using the end-itens on the
ground in theater are the individuals who will feel the

reper cussi ons of inadequate equi pnent.

Conclusion

The Marine Corps has definitely taken a nore substanti al
role as a mlitary force provider and enhancer since Septenber
11th. By its very nature, the Marine Corps has contri buted
greatly to the unconventional operations in Afghanistan and in
Irag. Because the Marine Corps is expeditionary by form and
function, it is leading the way for the other services in support
of Operation | RAQ FREEDOM and Operati on ENDURI NG FREEDOM 3! W th
the increased operational tenpo and the requirenment to respond to
any worl dw de energency that affects the United States’ nationa
security, the Marine Corps is perform ng as a true ground
conbatant force. Unfortunately, as the Marine Corps continues to
perform nunmerous m ssions and strives to maintain the readiness
of its personnel and equi prent, budget shortfalls are begi nning
to affect the Marine Corps’ force readiness. These shortfalls
include a |l ack of vehicle arnor, insufficient amount of
protective gear for forward depl oyed Marines, and nost
importantly for Iraqg, |IED counter-nmeasures. The United States

Mari ne Corps nmust receive a larger portion of the budget to

31 US Marine Corps, 2005 Concepts + Programs, 2.

12



prepare its Marines for the ever-changing battlefield of the

present and future.
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